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Introduction

On December 21, 2011, EPA Administrator Lisa Jac
and other air toxics e miistssi offiIEbGeUfsr)ameec |l eommbal ger

refergys eftllhteiol iat o rMAMbTe cury and Ai’t( MAIxSi)c,s hSatsa nbdeaernd
a long time in the making: Congress authorized t
Amendment s, and EPA made a preliminary sdeter mina
in 2000. The rule is among the most expensive U
estimates the annual i %Zlendd ucsotsrty aets t$i9mabt ebsi 1hlaivoen bier
although most analyses were condbhet ddnladf omd eEP /
Industry and environmental groups have been keer
and the schedule for 1ts 1implementaH.iB.n)24mhld t he
that would change Dbot h.
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di scussdaigfitdhee ofp the rule, i1its estimated costs
that has been Camsgrdess.d in the 112
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lutants. Unhappy with the slow pace at which
lutants, Congresssrdmoecvedtmont asefitheecsagency!
tle89 hazardous air pleahldutremtus rcMAEPNA to tdents
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Electric utilities lobbied hamnd fhbeyagoéetxwapt aort
subsecti onSeocft itohne lalc2t( emd ( HPA ttoh aun deerqtuaik e a st udy

1The rule has not yet been published inFleeleral Register A pre-publication copy of the rule and explanatory
materials are ava ihHhtpa/vivveepagodirguBlitypowerplaatioxicsatians.hami

2U.S. EPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standar@egulatory Impact Analysis for the Final Mercury and Air
Toxics StandarddDecember, 2011, p-3&L, athttp://www.epa.goutn/ecasfegdataR|As/matsriafinal.pdf Hereinafter,
“Regulatory Impact Analysis.?”

3 For a discussion of the impacts of the Utility MACT and other rules affecting the electric power indusBigSsee

Report R41914(3$TV 5HIXODW)LRIMH R IBRRBEO ,V D 37U D lORe codtdstiniaté RLed@afier

the rule’s release can be f oun Manafacturdia Utilitp MACT IsBExtresmelye i at i on o f
Costly Reglation, ” Pr ess Rel e as e  httpDhwwwaramborg@omrhuhicationdrticlés/201210/

ManufacturerdUtility -MA CT-Is-ExtremelyCostly-Regulation.aspx

4The list is found in Section 112(b) of the act. Congress and EPA have each removed one HAP from the list since
1990, leaving 187 HAPs on the current list.

5 Overall, EPA identified 174 industrial categories tarégulated under the MACT provisions. Standards have been
promulgated for almost all these categories except EGUSs.
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Congress on the hazards to public health reasona
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contrast, MACT standards are required by Sect
stntngamd at o be no less stringent than the ave
forming 12% of existing™"Tshoeusrec esst aitnu ttohrey irnedquusit

s 0w

6 The study is available ttp://www.epa.goutn/oarpgt3/reportséutcl.pdt

‘U. S. EPA, “Regulatory Finding on the Emissions of Hazardou
Un i t sFedéral Register9825, December 20, 2000. In Section Il of the Preamble to the final (December 2011)

MATS standards; he Administrator affirmed t he-publicgigncopypis i ate and nec
available ahttp://www.epa.gowirqualitypowerplanttoxicgidfs20111216MATSfinal.pdf

8For a detailed discuss i GRSRepbrt Rh3242Mercuyy’insthe Envieodmerdt: e f fect s, s ee
Sources and Health Risks

9See U. S. EPiAst “WNgtobDnBlslh Advisories: Technical Fact Sheet
http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/fishshellfish/fishadvisories/tech2008.cfm

10 Besides EGUSs, the two biggest U.S. sources of mercury in 1990 were municipal waste incinerators and medical

waste incinerators. EPA regulations required both of these categories to meet MACT standards in the 1990s, and they

reduced their mercury emissiolg 96% and 98% respectively by 2005. EGU emissions, not subject to MACT

standards, were only reduced 10% during that period.

1 For new sources, the standards are to be based on the emission control achieved by the best controlled similar source.

Congressional Research Service 2



EPA’s Utility MACT: Will the Ligh

are referMAdTtDbacagphe the agenecty isesnottnilddgpeoed
standards, nor may it take economic factors 1ntc
Whet her the ageneceayntde@auled rsudbkest iftout ¢ hea MACT requ
challenged by the Statenolf ddBlecw slicom,e yt haen dD.oG .h eG is
Appeals va-antlreadd hreu'fRaagpt hienr 2t0h0a8n ’sa prpuelailn gt hteo ctohuer
Supreme Court or attempt to delist the category,
March 16, a2l0ilzle d atnhde i ionn December 21. In bet ween
three public headoaygopudbhdcprcommdad pe®9®od that 1
comments on the rule, of which the agency said a
ofarely January 2012, the YHGHWUIDOr nHbld VWald) pret appe
publication clotptyp:i/s/ wowwicmpalviea p/Aspadtf 56 xi ¢

2011121 6MATSfinal.pdf
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e Final Rul e

The final rule is simPThe rtwl & hwi IMarrces 210t 1i praol
reduft omnun cpoonwterroelplieadnf ons of mercury, nine othe
acid gasésh awkkeofiwhed by Congress as hazardou:

Act Amernr*dmeowtsing to EPA, power plants are the 1
pollutants, accounti fsg mfeorrc uarbyo uetmi S5 0s% oonfs ,t hoe2 %m aotfi
emi ssions, and 82% of hydr oRThhleo rUitci laicthyl sMAnCiTs swi o n
reduce e mud §uon dfiionkei dpea ratni)ddg u whti eh, ( RMt hough not
as hazardous air pollutant s,maadrme ee sdteiarhahtse ca ntnar ad a

The rule affeeftisr eadb oaufitd r 18, #P@els jpctiosael t he fairly 1

ar
tflired units, they steottnicfoy gmhygrathi ofi, Uafid

0

unaffected by the rule. EPA estimatesitrleadt t he t
units will be §$56 mildioast)]esandhtoamat.tlBoeod whk
oifli redi tgpas a r'dhwlst dhet e mmihader of- this dis
fired units, which will bear the brunt of the c¢c
In proposing the standards, EPA noted that while
l acgkicnontrol s, 56 %rofl pewetipfanbdoal almreeadeyd have
to achieve comphiampkemdhued in 2015 or 2016, th
l elvet he playing field, bringtiheg ottaderdar pgoobdiyng o
by a majority of the existing uni't sreduwintcdamesntres

12New Jesey v. EPA, 517 F.3d 574 (D.C.Cir.2008)Bh e court found that, under Section
the category of HAP sources, it had to require that each plant in the category meet MACT standards. Under the statute,
delisting would haverequired fi nding that no EGU’s emissions exceeded a |1
with an ample margin of safety, and that no adverse environmental effect would result from any source.

13 For a link to the proposed rule as well as explanatory material, sU. S. EPA, “Reducing Toxic Air
Power P htpdwnww.epa.gadirqualitypowerplanttoxicsctions.html
“U.S. EPA, “Benefits aind Aiors tBo lolfu tCil em nfihttpgfaidipepaigork P 1 ant s , ”

airqualitypowerplanttoxicgidfs20111221MAT Simpactsfs.pdf

S e e U. SMemdidhdumEniissions Overview: Hazardous Air Pollutants in Support offtimal Mercury and
Air Toxics Standard Rovember2011, Table$ and6, available abttp://www.epa.govairqualitypowerplanttoxics/
pdfs220111216EmissionsOverviewMemo.pdf

16 EPA, Regulatory Impact Analysis, p-33
171bid., pp. 330 and 319.

Congressional Research Service 3
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that existing sources of HAPs should meet standa
performing similar sources.

EPAs Anal 954 sof Benefits, and
Technol ogy

[ Note: This discussion refers to the costs and &b
developing other rules for electric generating v
and mama gement of coal combustion 71 e smadkiearlss, | e a «
to question whether the cumulative impacts of th
generation capacity. For a@RS yRtd pR4ol(@BHI4he cumul at
5HIXODWLRQURIGERDOHWDMID GRPNQJ"

Costs

EPA projects the annualized cost of compliance W
gradually declining tdof6dl4ebettropa annbat yyreme
ultimate cus toémelrlsi behq manlct@d dibhegg¥ I nfor mati on
Admini str¥Thushe( BhAuwdubBedbde3o%lhoaufir t adustry
revenues. For individuabndofmpantegiarmse pfanhse, ct
per centbaeg eh ingghye r or It dteepe defpemndiitnsg omer ated by
gas, nucl ear ,-f iertecd )u mintds,, fwhre tchoear] t hey have alre
The averagebtensnmnméncweads peaf mbnt%B)( §3h the cost
201% dw the 1 uBlPeA, fadddmdgi 6 @ 0tF@ s s s h b)wdX UHx
electricity prices have de8cOlsi,n eadf tbeyr aabdojuuts t2iOn% sfi
Reflecting the range of cost increases experienc
price increases will also vary, from a low of 1.
served byestth eP oSweurtd{Pkoloalh o(nSaP,P )Ka ns as , and parts o
The SPP region currently has the second |l owest e
to have the second lowest prices eviem BFAer incr

18U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administratiomttat//www.eia.govélectricity/
sales_revenue_priqalf/table3.pdf

19The estimated price increase is from EPA, Regulatory Impact Analysi® 8,3 According to U.S. DOE’ s
Information Administration,ite average monthly residential electric bill was $103.67 in 2009. See
http://205.254.135.¢heaftlectricitykesrtable5.html

20EPA, Regulatory Impact Analysis, pp2& and 325.
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Figure 1.Average U.S.Total Electricity Prices
Historical to 2010 & Projections With and Without MATS
(2007 cents/kWH)

—E|A Base
e MIATS
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10

2007 cents/kWH

0 T T T T T 1
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020

Year

Source: U.S. EPA. EIA base refers to historical data and projections of the U.S. Department dg\Eder( Q HU J\
Information Administration.

Control Technology

The cost of compliahMATSVigcdhbhdthe WUandaelty MAECH t he
scrubbers and fabridc gemnBAata omasumlota sof t he rule,
(GW) offiaoecadl unit s, a-fbioruda d 7@ pacittox,alarceoaddxpected
EPA estimates that by the time the rule requires
scrubbers as a result ofl adtilbenrs ,r ewhu ll aet iexmse,n ssi ov et
incremental rather than a majoi# hdepawmtfuthef md mec
installed scrubbers (63 GW) will need to be upgr
pollutants.

2 Scrubbers (more formally, flue gas desulfurization equipment) generally operate by spraying a lime or limestone

slurry into the flue gas strearfihe slurry reacts with the flue gas, absorbing and neutralizing the pollutants, which are
thenremovedbyathar i ¢ filter (also known as a “baghouse”) or an ele
imparting an electrical chargetothefhor more information, see U.S. EPA, “Air Pc
Shees$, ” http:#www.epa.goutn/catcHirl/ffdg.pdfand athttp://www.epa.gowtncatcldirl/fdespwpi.pdf
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off rede EGWatapacity (102 GW) are expectec
e, while 90 GW would have them whether or
will be coupled with activatrgdaadr boherrt
come attached to the carbon or sorbent a f
collects the parBiemeéssioamoviERPA ethe mmit e
d capadeihti it h(eotflb.uSt. otnoet al ) will add activa
cause of the rule. The rtule®also results

not complicated or mnew technology. Other
atdrtshi hatvechisel ogy for the past 15 years
ssions by 95% devmbr polAutda omescwht roff g3

afgier eodf pcoowmelr plants do the s ame.

t s

efetarofesthiemaunudd by EPA at—4§879bt1 mesen t
t—dsethei moasthky to the avoidance of wup t o
enefits, only some of whichdarce gfven dc
onfatal heart attacks, 130, 000 asthma at:t
ng effects od 1Q, learning, and memory.

Economic Impacts

Of th
1 s 1

techndhogayg

fired

€

C

co-ilred

ru®e.

dozens of recently proposed ERAItules, th
i

y ¢ o mocfl uphlecaknett sh,a tr sprmes ent +ng 1 es s
apac.i
gen

, woul d nbvee srte tiintr eccd nt y 020 It Se,c hmaotl lpegr
tion would decline 1.3% compared t

n

ikely tdiafefde ptl amltdert hadalhave not yet 1insta
e
i
e

Retirement of these older plants could lead to |
EPAanalysis concludes that the rule i1is 1likely to
n

finds t haye adr6s, 0wWiOl 1j obbe required for constructio
equi pment atnar M, Wt0i0] il toyn gj obse winldl mmd nd rd%d mt ¢ h et @ ¢
Ot hers challenge these conclusions: the Edison I
Manufacturers, and other industry groups maintai
job losses inhéeamadubyromwseltldbatr reltyy and are 1oca
will be most affected by the rule.

Al though generally requiring controls on each 1ir
averaging of emissions f rnom whuilcthi pmlacy wuvanliltosw asto nme
that are operated infrequently to remain in ser\
provisions in the authorizing statute and the st
most units weéeddamot rFogru lmad dbiwootaader discussion of
22The data on projected installatio and upgrade of pollution control equipment
Regulatory Impact Analysis, pp-13! to 316.

2U.S. EPA, “Benefits and Costs of Clealning Up Toxic Air Po

24 For a discussion of major EPA ruleseatly proposed or promulgated, 8BS Report R4156 EPA Regulations:
Too Much, Too Little, or On Track?

25EPA, Regulatory Impact Analysip. 3-16.
26 EPA, Regulatory Impact Analysi€hapter 6.
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affectfiinged ompd weCrRSp IRemptos ,{ SHERAZHIXODWLRQHGE &RDO
B3RZHU 7VMLQ "BGRPNQJ"

Industry Analyses of the Ut

Ligh

il

Electric power gensraundes Lompaplies ohat EBAy or1
naturfaolr gmosst qf atnlde ihm vEgodedvep!] zowtad, and compani
already 1 nrvoelsst eddu ei nt oc osnttate requirements or othe
support the rule. A number of these utilities, a
capacity, have formed the Clean Eneramwd Group. At
Commerce Committee, MicBiardcBomrmn,dlstyat ¢dhe group

While not perfect, the proposal is reasonable and consistent with the requirements of the

Clean Air Act. .. While complying with these obliga:

resources by the electric sector, many companies are well on their way toward compliance

and, based on the proposed rule, we anticipate that the electric sector can comply with the

Act’s requirements. There 1is no itydexisson to delay t

Rule?’
Opponents of the rule hameitnherasdeppossoofathenir
Electric Institute (EEI), as well as groups rT1Tepr
EPA even proposed ctohnec U d'Alldilttyh aMA,C Tu,n iBEESI [ woul d b
install a scrubber (wet or dry), acti™Motred carboc
compliance WiTthh st g eMAGE.lI1 beyond what EPA pr opc
promul gatald 1wl ¢ heCdEsmpparrocjde cttoi oEnPsA, EEI concl uded
much scrubber capacity, mnearl y t bhraelef ttiimmeess aass mu
much baghouse capacity would need to bd& added,
far more difficult to comply with in the 11miteoc
A report by the North Amer i can®whlieccht rwiacs Riellsioa bi 1
written before EPA proposed the Utilonyr MACT al
equipment would ndddetdo phandddddamo ERPAabeliecves
NERC analysis assumed wet sfcirruebd eplsit mtash ttdlnadty daodn
have them, that selecti vaed dceadt atloy tailcl-p obewdtuuentd i noonu s( S
facilities, and that activated carbon injection
facilities bur n®Thhge soet haesrs utnyppteiso mosfeacme s i mihlagr btyo

27 Summary of Testimonyichael J. Bradley, House Energy and Commerce Commitfd® American Energy
Initiative: Recent EPA Rulemakings Relating to Boilers, Cement Manufacturing Plants, and UtHigasing,April
15, 2011

28|CF Internatimal, Potential Impacts of Environmental Regulation on the U.S. Generation Fleet, Final Report,
prepared for the Edison Electric Institute, January 2011, p. 43, availdtitp:4tvww.pacificorp.condontentdam/
pacificorpblocEnergy_Sourcebitegrated_Resource_Pla011IRPEEIModelingReportFinak8January2011.pdf
Hereinafter, “EEI Report.?”

29 North American Electric Reliability CorporatioB010 Special Reliability Scenario Assessment: Resource Adequacy
Impacts of Potential U.S. Environmental Regulatjigdstober 2010http://www.nerc.comiiles/
EPA_Scenario_Final.pdNERC is an independent organization, founded by the electric utility industry, that conducts
periodic, independent assessments of the reliability and adequacy of the bulk power system in North America.

30 North American Electric Reliability CorporatioB010 Special Reliability Scenario Assessment: Resource Adequacy
Impacts of Potential U.S. Environmental Regulatjadstober 2010, p. 50¢ttp://www.nerc.confiles/

EPA_Scenario_Finalpdf Hereinafter referred to as the “2010 NERC
founded by the electric utility industry, that conducts periodic, independent assessments of the reliability ang adequa

of the bulk power system in North America
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assuming wétmsgeniblgdm#€ER@& ]l assumption that dry s
by assuming SCR at bituminous facilities, the coc
t han t he ’sc oasstsseési snmeEnEtl.

A November 2011 ReliabilmitnyorAsasdjswsmemen tbsy tNoE RtCh en
assumptions, but still concluded thhAhtredrubbers
facilities and that a much higher percentage of
EPA projected Dyspstsamphe oamsmo NERCodfoohnd that g
would decline only about 1% na4Then ®i0dd aepaorites.t
concludes that bipetdoc8p8&c GWyotwoubdlbe retired a
der#®¥aeda reMACT mdl ¢ he

Will the Lights Go Out?

NERC also looked at reserve margins in 18 regior
found that onlyERGVO®T o(ft hteh eT erxeagsi oenlse ct ri cal grid,
interconnected witshi ot hoerrg armei gziad n aodw ethirl admsdmiNse w En
experience planning reserve margins *Sekow the NI

YJLIXUH

31 For a detailed comparison of equipment cost, see EEI report, p. 33.
32NERC, 2011 LongTerm Reliability Assessmemtovember 2011, p. 173, lattp:/www.nerc.contiles/

2011LTRA_Finalpdf Hereafter, “2011 NERC Report.?7”
B¥«“Derating” refers to the loss of available capacity becau:
equipment.

342011 NERC Report, pp. 19486. The report also statesthe text and in several figures that two regions in the
Midwest will experience reserve margins below 15%, but these statements appear inconsistent with the detailed
analyses of each region that begin on page 197.
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Figure 2. Planning Areas with Anticipated Reserve Margins Below 15% in 2015

Source: NERC 2011 Londgerm Reliability Assessment.

Notes: 1. Both ERCOT and IS®IE are projected to have reserve margins bel@8# whether or not EPA implements the MATS rule. 2.8 (New England) forecasts
no major reliability issues, according to NERC, despite having anticipated reserve margins below 15% under some as8udlpttims: areas have anticipated reserve
margns above 15% with or without MATS.
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In both cmeeerveé hmat gwns appear to have 1 1tt
EPA rules. In 2015, the ERCOT region will ha
generation capacity, giving .Deraniagsiangdate
due to EPA rules will have reduced that¥®capac
The NERC data suggest that ERCOT may experienc
standards will play a minor role.

l e t
vV e 7
d1re
ity
e

In New England, NERfCormpwirdns. cbmfhaegitnngi is anal

For this 2011 LongTerm Reliability AssessmentSO New England Inc. (IS®IE)
forecasts no major reliability issues with respect to fuel supply, availability of both supply
or demanekide resources, or the @ity of the regional transmission system to serve the
projected seasonal peak demands and energy requirements ofshatesiew England

subregiors®

Following this statement, however, the report sh
witkade¢ the low reserve margins would exist even
finds that the new EPA regulations will cause 23
regsoh2, 649 MW of anticipated capacity.

According to NERGC,)] It ha vEPA trsulbi ggest 1impact 1in 1
MI SO, anSIB'"BERLe areas cover 12 -Athhasitn phasMid
Al abama, Georgia, the District offlffoBERpia, and
the aceoeavectrBatGeorgia and Al abama, the retirement s
anticipated capacity. But none of these areas fa

Ti me Needed to Comply

Following publicati onHOEHUDDSHIkMWHYB gphantdswihl
have three year-ygcawithtenposesnijbte ma€durt he st anc
year timeframe is mandated by the statute.) Many
enough time to c¢ompelgeutier eidn sptoal 1l luattiioonn coofn ttrhoel e qu
that the reli'mballddatyr iod pdhwemasupmly could be ha
construction is ongoing, even 1f ultimately the
NERC ndoitd say this directly, in part because 1ts

making it difficult t& dkifsfacggr. c ghhtaet tite dUtdi Isiatyy

To comply [with the MACT Rule], owners of the remaining capacity need to retrofit fr

277 to 753 wunits with added environmental contro
deadline proposed by the MACT Rule makes retrofit timing a significant issue and

potentially problematié?

Whet her o
reliabilii
and NERC
stringent

not there 1s swuftthioaite ntth rteiarhee ntim gi my lee
y will depend, to some extent, on the
nal yses discussed above assumed requir
t hparno mwuhl agta t EePdA. hlafs EPA 1is correct in it

r
t
a

352011 NERC Report, p. 156.
362011 NERCReport, p. 295.
872011 NERC Report, p. 156.

%For a map of NERC’s Long Term As s es s hhesiatesinclhudeallsot see p. 4
most ofAlabama, Georgia, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, @hitsy#vania,
Virginia, West Virginia, andVisconsin, and parts of Florida, Mississippi, North Carolina, and North Dakota.

392010 NERC Report, p. V.
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comply with the rule, the number of retrofits arf
has accomplished in the past as a reeg@ddRS of earl
Report RSNV HBHIXODWLRQHG &RDWWD QD GRPNQJ"

Al t hough EPA believes that most wunits will be ab

t hfyeeaar statutory deadline, in response to indus
White House added provisions to the final rule t
compliance where necessary. ¢elhieddrntniadl rmd mowamnsd

directing the agency t o’ ’smakuet hfowlilt yusteo ogfr atnhte a(dlde
those facil*®Itni egse ntehraatl ,n etehdi si tmeans that the agen
actions that pyreoavri d(ef oaunr aydedairtsi oinnaslt ead of t hree)
“necessary for thé&lmnshael Par¢eamhl eftoonheofsnal r

some length its inMdtecpysedny ifomar otfth drthaek pthglalset i on
clear that 1t intends to broadly interpret the 7
where Mheeded.

EPA also issued an enforcement policy that descr
compliance usndenthbenagé¢BhoygBeth®BhCe eppnl iAdy sAtcad t e

The EPA generally does not speak publicly to the intended scope of its enforcement efforts,
particularly years in advance of the date when a violation may occur. The Agency is doing
so now with respect to th#MATS to provide confidence with respect to electric
reliability.

Some sources may take all steps necessary to comply with the MATS, but may nevertheless
be needed to operate in noncompliance with the MATS to address concerns with electric
reliability. Inthe event that such sources are interested in receiving a schedule to come into
compliance while operating, the EPA intends, where necessary to avoid a serious risk to
electric reliability, and provided the criteria set forth herein are met [these ariteri
essentially require timely notice to EPA and the appropriate planning authorities], to issue
an expeditious casgpecific AO [Administrative Order] to bring a source into compliance
within one yeaf?

Legislation

As noted earlie
comments. While many o
unique comment s

osed Util
e

ity MACT dr ev
se were dup

licative,

Congress has also takaeid.a®R.k&eth bi nltrearnesspta riem ctyh e ny
Regulatory Analysis of Impacts on the Nation (TEF
September 23, has been olnle wowmlgd essstiaomlails r es ppars

“The White House, Of f Presidentiaf MemdranduPhlexiblesimpmentatiort ofithey ,
Mercury and Air Toxics Standards Rule’ http:#www.whitehouse.gov/thpressoffice/2011/12/21/presidential
memoeandumflexible-implementatioamercuryandair-toxicss.

4LEPA, Mercury and Air Toxics Standards, yeblication copy, pp. 572691, athttp://www.epa.godirquality/
powerplanttoxicgidfs20111216MAT Sfinal.pdf

2“«The Environmental Protection Agency’s Enforcement Respon:
Administrative Orders in Relation to EIlecMemoranduRel i abil ity
from Cynthia Giles, Assistant Administrator, Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance, to EPA Regional

Administrators et al., December 16, 2011, 7 fhttt://www.epa.gowirqualitypowerplanttoxicgidfs/
EnforcementResponsePolicyforCAA113.pdf

43 1pid., p. 4.

Congressional Research Service 11



EPA’s Utility MACT: Will the Ligh

+ oo ®» o0 "

= (TQ""'*@’:T‘ON#{:T‘U‘BO”OSOOO
0T BT 0 * 0T

ZOOT T g A

=

©C ~..BE &0 o

=R A® —= g o0 o0

50—

sentatives from 11 federal agencies to repoa
mic impact of the Utility MACT and a number
ns concer nimagn acg eemenn ta.i rl ta nwdo uwlads treender t he
er rule that EPA has promul gaSteadt e¢ oAiarddr e s s
t i“eh Ral £9r’ciet awnodu ledf fdeecltay promul gation of
ty MACTeuwntibne year after submission of t1
iance for at least five years after that de
e the least burdensome regubatboyizkbdenmnad®eri
lean Air Act, among other provisions.

enate hHa sR.n o2tAQaBcetibeadt ,@0089ii thil, ar t o HnRearlier
as also seen no action. For the Senate to a
able repordf fjrwmi ¢ dhiec tcioanmi tttlee Senate Envir
ttee) an the votes of 60 Senators 1in order
is another route, however, t hat removes th
atbpagsesshen€&€l Review Act (CRA). Under the
mitted to Congress, the Congress can consic
dur es If a CRA resolution di secptp,r oavnidn gt hae r
y may mnot reissue either that rule or any s
sequently enacted law. It i1is widely expecte
will be introducedoflittbhbmgtdtdhe. second sessi
is unique about CRA resolutions 1is that the
tain a CRAerenmnotheti BSamateme to the Senate f
arge petidiparwodhofi aimpecOfice a disappr oV
EBendar, a motion to jprheec emeod itomn ciosn sniode rd eibta
t be filibustered through extended debate.
ri¢kadr additional information onCEK®ngressiort
t RLBVOSSUWRYDO RI 5HIXODWLRQV E\ &RQJUHVV 3URFHGX
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i $8st rmaatjioorn achievements. As s awtshidnit j etgd sd
d by Congress, would likely encounter a pr ¢
enate odnsai CRAatved o override. Overriding a
proval or othethledsshajoon)yreguboeh &htwt
en by many as unlikely.
s the Presidency or, ntgheast hwamuwlsd ilne &a he thlkee tc
y venue for a successful challenge to the 7
ense 20 SERRA il ity mercury rule, for example.
it Cdwvrtovelf tApmead it . In the meantime, unl ¢
effect, and power companies, facing a tigtl
n, and construction necessary to comply wit

Congressional Research Service 12



EPA’s Utility MACT: Will the Ligh

Aut hor Information

James E. McCarthy
Specialist in Environmental Policy

Discl ai mer

This document waprepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). CRS serves as nonpartisan

shared staff to congressional committees and Members of Congress. It operates solely at the behest of and

under the direction of Congress. Information in a CRS Report shoulaerrelied upon for purposes other

than public understanding of information that has been provided by CRS to Members of Congress in
connection with CRS’s institutional role. CRS Reports
subject to copyght protection in the United States. Any CRS Report may be reproduced and distributed in

its entirety without permission from CRS. However, as a CRS Report may include copyrighted images or

material from a third party, you may need to obtain the permissgithe copyright holder if you wish to

copy or otherwise use copyrighted material.

Congressional Research Service R42144 - VERSIOM - NEW 13



